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Lyndon Johnson has time and again 
demonstrated his special regard for the 
symbolic appurtenances of Presidential 
actions. He once journeyed to the one-
room schoolhouse he had attended as a 
pupil to sign a bill launching the Fed-
eral Government into the field of gen-
eral education; and he approved a new 
law overhauling this nation's immigra-
tion policies while at the foot of the 
Statue of Liberty. 
Thus it may not have been wholly 
coincidental that he chose New Year's 
Day to promulgate new regulations in-
tended to stem the outflow of U.S. 
dollars through direct overseas invest-
ments by Americans. For while many 
of his fellow countrymen, at that very 
moment, might have been experiencing 
the aftereffects of their giddy farewells 
to 1967, the national economy was suf-
fering a kind of hangover of its own 
in the wake of devaluation of the 
British pound sterling and subsequent 
speculative assaults on the gold-backed 
U.S. dollar. 
If some were later to find reason to 
quarrel with the President's prescrip-
tion for a cure, there were few who 
were ready to dispute the urgent need 
of his finding a potent remedy. 
But the immediate worry that con-
fronted many a businessman the morn-
ing after The Morning After, as he 
arrived for work at the start of the new 
calendar year, was not the President's 
concern for the general health of the 
economy. Important though that be to 
any businessman, the first focus of his 
attention must be on the individual 
well-being of his own patient—in this 
case, any company he served that had 
interests in foreign ventures. 
So before the businessman could at-
tempt to assess the effectiveness of the 
President's program or even undertake 
a search for ways of learning to live 
with this new code of restrictions, he 
needed first to know its requirements. 
The fact that the U.S. Department 
of Commerce was only slightly more 
prepared to confront this new situation 
was of little solace. 
To begin with, the problem had three 
aspects. It immediately placed a limita-
tion, based upon a U.S. resident in-
vestor's 1965 and 1966 experience in 
foreign investing, on all further capital 
contributions, loans and other capital 
transfers to any branch, subsidiary or 
affiliate located abroad. It also estab-
lished a set of strict guidelines govern-
ing the extent to which current profits 
generated by American investments 
overseas must now be returned to the 
U.S. Finally it placed restrictions on 
bank and other liquid balances main-
tained in foreign countries by Ameri-
can investors. 
The initial difficulty arose from at-
tempts to interpret and understand 
regulations that were, admittedly and 
intentionally, loosely drawn. Drafted 
to embody the spirit of the program, 
the new regulations were seen by some 
to impose unintended hardships, which 
might later call for modification or ex-
emption. Such revision, it was said, 
could be dealt with after enough ex-
perience had been gained to prove 
these changes necessary. For the mo-
ment, however, the new rules were at 
least something concrete that could be 
measured and tested against a com-
pany's actual situation. More impor-
tantly, the new regulations demanded 
clear definition in order to determine 
precisely to whom they did apply. 
Underlying all was the certain knowl-
edge that the intent of the program 
was to aid this nation's balance of pay-
ments. As such, there was the belief 
that the new rules were not to be ap-
plied in so narrow or restrictive a sense 
as to contradict the desired result of 
reducing dollar outflow or of actually 
interfering with the possibility of creat-
ing foreign exchange credits which 
could be used by the United States. 
The first reality, however, was that 
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the rules were there and had to be 
followed. The arguments for exemp-
tions and interpretations could come 
later, once the requirement for report-
ing base period experience had been 
satisfied. And the deadline for com-
pliance was March 22. 
Spotlighting the need for a precise 
understanding and strict adherence to 
the Commerce Department's directives, 
was the fact that criminal penalties 
had been established for willful failure 
to comply. Clearly, learning the full 
meaning of these regulations was a 
matter of paramount importance to all 
financial executives. 
Recognizing this need, and as a spe-
cial service to clients, Haskins & Sells 
conceived the idea of organizing a trav-
eling seminar to ensure that every H&S 
office throughout the United States 
might have a thorough familiarization 
with the new regulations and an op-
po r tun i ty to consider thei r major 
ramifications. 
Though mindful that the entire situ-
ation was still in a highly fluid state of 
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development, the H&S team decided to 
move out across the country during the 
first week of March. Even though 
changes might later evolve under the 
new regulatory program, such modifi-
cations would at least be understood 
against a common background of basic 
familiarity. 
The schedule was intense, as was the 
interest generated by the tour. 
The traveling seminar group was 
composed of men from the New York 
and Washington offices who have spe-
cialized in working with international 
corporations and with the Department 
of Commerce. The team was supple-
mented by local partners or principals 
from seminar sponsoring offices and by 
local bank officials. Each meeting lasted 
a half day. They were held in New 
York, Atlanta, Chicago, Los Angeles, 
and again in New York for a second 
engagement. 
Clients were welcomed to the ses-
sions, and in some cities, select mem-
bers of the press who specialize in fi-
nancial matters were invited, enabling 
them to gain the same kind of back-
ground in the regulations that was 
deemed so important for professional 
accountants. 
Thomas B. Hogan of the Executive 
Office served as moderator for most 
meetings, while T Milton Kupfer and 
John S. Schumann each served as mod-
erator for one of the meetings which 
were held in New York. 
The program was composed of four 
parts. The first was devoted to an out-
line of the regulations and such amend-
ments and general authorizations as 
had been handed down from Com-
merce by that time. 
The mechanics of reporting on the 
forms provided by the Commerce De-
partment provided a second element, 
included to make certain all were fully 
familiar with requirements of the filing. 
The parallel program, administered 
by the Federal Reserve System to cover 
banks and other financial institutions, 
was the third topic considered, and was 
presented by a local banking official in 
order to offer a broad perspective to 
the full sweep of the government's 
effort. 
The program's effects on corporate 
taxes was the final subject covered by 
the seminar. This discussion explained 
the opportunity under the program of 
seeking the most favorable tax advan-
tage while complying with the earnings 
repatriation regulations. A company 
has the opportunity under the rules 
to select carefully from among its for-
eign investments located in countries 
grouped within the same Repatriation 
Schedule, in order to gain the greatest 
U.S. tax credit. 
The traveling seminar team, in addi-
tion to Mr. Hogan, consisted of Thomas 
S. Oehring and Frank E. Watson of the 
Executive Office and Hugh M. Eggan 
of the Washington Office. 
To aid them in outlining the regula-
tions, they were joined by E. Kenneth 
Ernest in New York; James E Dunn in 
Atlanta; Adrian E Cummings in Chi-
cago; and James L. McGregor in Los 
Angeles. In each city Hugh Eggan dis-
cussed the rules for obtaining special 
exceptions to the regulations and our 
Washington Office's relations with the 
Commerce Department. 
Frank Watson led the discussion of 
procedures for reporting to the Com-
merce Department on Form FDI-101 
Base Period Report (due March 22) . 
He was assisted by Robert J. Gummer 
in New York; Mack H. Barnes, Jr., and 
Camillus D. Conway in Atlanta; Rob-
ert B. Gordon in Chicago and Thomas 
R. Warner in Los Angeles. 
In the session on tax impact and tax 
planning possibilities, Tom Oehring 
was joined by William R. McNamara 
and Richard V. Leighton in New York; 
Harold Levell in Atlanta and Jack Macy 
in Chicago. Sheldon Richman was pre-
vented by illness from being on the 
panel in Los Angeles. 
Lively question periods followed 
each of the sessions and proved, to 
paraphrase one of the participants, that 
the sessions had been "either suffi-
ciently lucid or sufficiently profound" 
to have well served those attending. • 
